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“AMERICA’S NEXT STEP ABROAD” 
By George W. Wickersham 
Our World, May, 1922 
We appeal for $150. to reprint at once this article for dis- 
tribution to our members. Mr. Wickersham was one of the 
thirty-one Pro-League Republicans who signed the Mani- 
festo of October, 1920, urging Americans who favored the 
League to vote for Mr. Harding, which gives special sig- 
nificance to this—the first statement on the League issue 
from any of the thirty-one since the election. This is the 
tirst in the series of pamphlets dealing with International 
( oe and the League of Nations, which we hope to 
nt for early distribution. 


We cannot afford these reprints, however, unless special 
contributions for the purpose are forthcoming. 











To expect the Russians formally to yield the 
most basic principles of their regime is to expect 
the impossible. Logically, the French position 
is unassailable, but, as J. L. Garvin, Editor of 
The London Observer and perhaps the most bril- 
liant writer on the Genoa Conference, said in his 
weekly dispatch to the New York Times, Sunday, 
May 7th, “the attempt to insist on some universal 
principle of abstract logic is as cheap as futile. 
Russian ideas in politics or economics will never 
prevail in France or Walloon Belgium. French 
and Walloon ideas never will prevail in Russia 
which is inherently fraternal and co-operative. 
Nothing will put Europe right again but such an 
agreement to differ and co-operate as Lloyd 
George has fought for with heroic humanity and 
desperate common sense.” 


If Failure, What Next? 
[' THE Russian reply is unsatisfactory, either 
Lloyd George or Chicherin may suggest an 


adjournment of the Conference until the fall. 


Such a move would be supported probably by a 
large majority of the countries represented. The 


interval between adjournment and the second 
meeting could most profitably be devoted to fur- 
ther study of the economic relations between 
Russia and the rest of the world, and the prelim- 
inary measures necessary before any such non- 
aggression pact as that which Lloyd George has 
most at heart can be made a reality. But even if 
there should not be a second conference, Genoa 
will have shown the way along which sooner or 
later the nations of Europe must travel if they 
are to learn to live together. If Europe will not 

agree to differ and co-operate,” she must face 
the certainty of another and more terrible trag- 


ly than that of 1914. 


The Ambassador “Without a Country” 
L jpesignen Senator Berah is able to main- 
tain his implied charges against “Am- 
bassador” Bakhmeteff of misuse of a portion of 
the sum of $187,729,750 advanced by the 
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United States Treasury to the Provisional Gov- 
ernment of Russia under Kerensky, the Senator 
from Idaho has unquestionably performed a dis- 
tinct public service by bringing sharply into pub- 
lic notice the anomalous position of Mr. Bakh- 
meteff, who has continued to enjoy diplomatic 
immunity and the control of these enormous 
funds for years after the government to whom 
they were lent and from which he was accredited 
ceased to exist. Since November, 1917, Mr. 
Bakhmeteff has been a positive force against the 
recognition by our government of realities in 
Russia. Henceforth, though he may continue to 
be the Russian “Ambassador,” his power, either 
to affect opinion or policy, is definitely on the 
wane. 


F. P. A.’s Conspicuous Service 
bie Messenger of Peace, the monthly organ 
of the Peace Association of Friends of 
America, in its April Number, prefaces three 
articles which it reprints from recent Bulletins 
of the F. P. A. with the following remarks: 

“An excellent summary of the situation involving the 
relations of the United States with Haiti and with 
Mexico is given in recent News Bulletins of the F. P. 
A. This Association ... is rendering conspicuous serv- 
ice in stimulating an interest in foreign affairs by hold- 
ing a series of conferences at each of which speakers 
having first-hand knowledge of conditions in the par- 
ticular field under consideration present for discussion 
facts and suggestions as to the solution of difficulties 
which are to be faced.” 


Do You Like Our New Format? 
HANGE in form in this week’s BULLETIN has 
been made in the effort to meet suggestions 
of the growing group of members who are pre- 
serving files of the BULLETIN for reference. One 
member expressed the fact that prac tically every 
number of the BULLETIN contains at least one 
document which is frequently important for ref- 
erence later on. 





Checks should be made payable to Rosert H. GARDINER, 
Treasurer, 3 West 29th Street, New York City. 


MEXICAN RELATIONS IMPROVING 





GAIN the policy of conference has been vin- 
dicated. Walter C. Teagle, President of the 
Standard Oil Company, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of five leading American oil men who 
have just returned from Mexico where they con- 
ferred with representatives of the Mexican gov- 
ernment on taxation matters, issued a statement 
May 9, in which he said “an agreement has been 
reached placing the oil tax in Mexico on a sound 
and permanent basis.” Thus, apparently, one of 
the most aggravating causes of friction between 
the two countries is removed. 

Simultaneous with this announcement is the 
intimation from Washington that the creation of 
an International Commission to canvass the 
whole field of relations between the United States 
and Mexico might be a means of reaching a ba- 
sis for the recognition of the Mexican govern- 
ment. Neither the Harding administration nor 
President Obregon appear as yet to be formally 
committed to this scheme. That it would be 
favorably received, however, both in Washington 
and in Mexico City, is anticipated. The adoption 
of such a suggestion would be only the first step. 
But a very important first step, because it would 
substitute for the procedure of formal diplomatic 
written exchanges the practice of round-table 
conference. It is difficult to see how, if this pro- 
cedure is adopted, the remaining differences be- 
tween the two countries, which are primarily 
those of form, can be permitted to continue long 
to postpone the re-establishment of normal diplo- 
matic relations. 


The A. P. vs. the State Department 
N The Nation for May 10th, Mr. Henry G. Als- 
berg reported that he had been informed in 
Mexico “by persons of the highest authority” 
that our State Department’s requirements for 
recognition would, if acceded to, deprive Mexico 
of her standing as an independent nation. Mr. 
Hughes immediately characterized Mr. Alsberg’s 
article as “a tissue of falsehoods without a single 
fact to substantiate it.” 

In view of this controversy, it is interesting to 
recall that an Associated Press dispatch from 
Washington, May 22, 1921, printed in The New 
York Times and elsewhere May 23rd, announced: 


“A definite statement outlining the conditions upon 
which the United States would extend recognition to the 
Obregon Government of Mexico has been prepared for 
submission to President Obregon. This statement in 
the form of a memorandum, it was said tonight, will be 


delivered to President Obregon by George T. Summer- 
lin, Counsellor of the American Embassy at Mexico 
City, who is expected to leave for Mexico this week. 

“The conditions for recognition, it is understood, are 
practically identical with the recommendations made by 
Secretary Fall in his report at the last session of 
Congress as Chairman of a sub-committee of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee which investigated the 
Mexican question. . . . 

“Among the conditions set forth are: 

“Elimination of those provisions of Article 27 of the 
Mexican Constitution relating to the nationalization of 
the subsoil rights in so far as they affect the tenure of 


land to which title was obtained prior to the adoption of 
the Constitution in 1917. 


“Elimination of the provisions which deprive Amer- 


icans of the right of diplomatic appeal in cases where 
property is acquired. 

“Modification of the provisions which prevent Amer- 
icans acquiring and owning property within a certain 
zone along the Mexican coasts and international bound- 
aries. 


“Assurance that Article 33 of the Constitution pro- 
viding for the expulsion of ‘pernicious foreigners’ will 
not be applied to Americans without the filing of 
charges and the opportunity of a fair trial. 

“Modification of the provisions governing religious 
worship in such manner that American clergy shall 


have the right to exercise the functions usual in their 
denominations.” 


These conditions, if enforced, certainly would 
deprive Mexico of her position as a sovereign 
state. 

Unwilling to accept the A. P. interpretation of 
the State Department’s attitude, this Association 
on May 31, 1921, addressed a letter to Mr. Fred- 
erick Roy Martin, General Manager of the Asso- 
ciated Press, questioning the accuracy of the cor- 
respondent’s dispatch of May 23. Replying in a 
letter dated June 1, 1921, Mr. Martin said: 

“When the special correspondents on May 23d 
made an attempt to have Secretary Hughes re- 
pudiate the Associated Press report from Wash- 
ington, he refused to discuss it and later when 
they made the same attempt with Under-Secretary 
Fletcher and Mr. Suydham, the publicity man of 
the State Department, the latter said to Mr. 
Fletcher in the presence of the correspondents, 
‘The story stands up.’ 

“Upon such information as we have, our Wash- 
ington dispatch of May 23rd appears to have 
been an accurate story.” 

It would be interesting to know whether, in 
the light of Mr. Hughes’ categorical denial of 
any elements of accuracy in Mr. Alsberg’s ar- 
ticle, the General Manager of the A. P. still in- 


sists upon the accuracy of their dispatch of May 
22, 1921. 


THE FOURTH WEEK AT GENOA 





HE first month at Genoa ends with uncer- 
tainty. Upon the character of the Russian 
reply to the memorandum presented to them last 
week may depend the fate of the Conference. 
Lloyd George, Facta and Wirth are all reported 
to have used their best powers of persuasion to 
induce the Russians to be “reasonable” and to 
give a reply which will at least be satisfactory 
enough to constitute a basis for continued nego- 
tiations. 


France Intransigeant 
— despite France’s failure to sign 


the memorandum submitted to Russia, an- 
nounced May 7th: 


“It is necessary for the Russians to reply clearly 
‘Yes’ or ‘No.’ The terms presented to them are precise 
and clear. If their reply is not categorical, if it is 
dilatory, if it means playing for time, then I can merely 
say that Genoa is a charming city, but we all have 


other obligations and other duties which call us else- 
where.” 


[over] 
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